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Chairinan Stillman, Chairman Fleischmann and honorable members of the Education
Committee,

I appear before you today in very strong opposition to-HB 6385 “An Act Implementing
the Budget Recommendations of the Governor Concerning Education.”

For the record, I am State Representative Mary Fritz of the 90™ District, serving parts of
the towns of Wallingford and Cheshire,

The genesis of my obligations begins with Section 16 of the bill which addresses
transferring the operations of the vocational technical schools to local systems or to a
RESC. Needless to say, this is a terrible idea. The vocational technical school system -
16 schools strong - as a system has done extremely well for the young people of the state.
Yet, this proposal would turn these schools over to systems with failing schools or with
safe harbor schools when in all testing the vo-tech schools students far exceed percentage
wise the students of the local systems. Ihave attached a chart which clearly demonstrates
this but for the record let me cite a few examples. Remember this is the percentage of
students who were at or above the 2010 CAPT test in math.

Meriden LEA 57.3% Vo-tech 85.6%
Milford LEA 75.5% Vo-tech 90.9%
Norwich LLEA 30.8% Vo-tech 90.2%
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Reading:

Meriden LEA 68.2% Vo-tech 92.6%
Milford LEA 81.2% ' Vo-tech 93.5%
Norwich LEA 25.9% Vo-tech 85.3%

Science and writing continue in the same vein.

_Also for your clarification, I have included a chart which demonstrates the date of
graduation, the percent of those going on to higher education and to the armed services.

I asked a gentleman from OPM why was this happening! The response was “maybe to
make them into magnet schools?”

Folks- these are Connecticut’s original magnet schools.

Now let’s talk about discipline

— 5 minutes late, parents get a call

— No message clothes at all

— Fool around, don’t do your work and YOU ARE GONE!

— All young men must wear a belt, no *** cracks in vo-tech schools

So, in our local schools, none of these measures exist! So we’re going to turnover a
highly disciplined and educated population to systems that are failing.

Common sense — would tell us all that the methods of the vo- tech schools should be
adopted universally throughout the state.

I also have additional concerns about the bill.

1. Agricultural science schools appear regularly in the bill are the vo-ag schools next on

the block?

2. It's very unclear what happens to the people in this system. When the transfer takes

place do they remain state employees or are there expenses passed on to the local?

3. Bureaucracy
Section 19- Create a statewide advisory counsel
Section 21- A technical education coordinating counsel

4. This bill is like Mulligan’s Stew- everything together- vo-tech schools,

community schools, higher education, office workplace competitiveness, magnet
schools, charter schools- result: hodge podge

In conclusion, I thank you for your time and respectfully ask you that you eliminate
consideration of the vo-tech schools as a budget saving measure. Remember, you’ll be
denying over 10,000 students a good education and a job. During the recession graduates
of the vo-tech schools all worked- I thought it was the year of jobs- supporting this bill
makes the promise of jobs a lie!

Thank you.
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Connecticut Technical Hig h School System
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' Math has gained 5.7 percentage points glnce proficlency in reading and 90.3% in writing.

and [n writihg by 13 2007, while the stafe has gained only 1.5 _ The CTHSS continues to have a higher
points, pomts-:. The parcenta_ge of sludents. reaching percentage of students reaching proficient
proficiency or above in writing have jumped levels In math, science, reading and writing

oo & simlar growth Y polnis aver the past four years, while he  than the state’s pereentage of students
In the percent of students  ¢ya0 fyas gained 3.9 points, Reading and wiit-  roqohing proficiency In thase academic
soorng et orabove the g proficlency has also increased since 2007, areas. |

proficient levels, with 82.4% of the students at or above

TABLE 2: 2007-2010 ACHYEVEMENT GAP BY SUBGROUP
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Mathematics Science Reading Writing
Total Mathematics Total Science Total Reading Total Writing
A Y% % % % % % %
At/Above | At/Above | At/Above | At/Above AtlAbove | At/Above | At/Above AllAbove
2007-2010 Goal _ |Proficiency| Gaal Proficieney] Goaxal Proficiency| Goal . Proficiency
District .
Black and White
Hispanic and White 2,2 4 3
ELL/Non ELL 3.5 : 0.1
SFPED/Non SPED © 2.8 i ) 9.3
FIR Lunch/Full . 2.7 2.4 ; :
Female/Male K 2.1 1.38
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ét?}":c‘;;%rg‘:g: d";ggr g‘f dﬁg&fg?;éﬁgﬁﬁ';ﬁ’;he 3.) Tha gap betwsen black and white students has decreased
ap with the exception of a slight increase in reading for #7058 al academo areas at proficlency and goal levels.

16 gender subgroup ,



GENDER
Female and male students have increased in both goal and proficlency levels in math, science and writing and at the

proficient level in reading.
Female students continue to perform at higher levels in reading and writing and male students continue to perforrn at

higher levels in math and sclence. However, the gap in this subgraup is closing, The graphs below show a-visual repre-
sertatlon of the 2007 and 2010 CAPT Results betwesn genders.
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ETHNICITY

CAPY RESULTS 2007 2010

Black, Hispanic and white students have increased in both goal and proficiency lavels in math, science and writing and

at the proficient level in reading.

The gap between black and white students continues to close in all areas at proficient and gnal levels. We see a similar
trend with the gap in all academic areas between Hispanic and white students reaching proficiency and above levels,

The graphs below display a visual representation of the gap between Hispanics, blacks and whites in 2007 and in 2010,
You can clearly see the gap declining in 2010, with reading and wriling having a small gap between the ethnic groups. -
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CAPT RESULTS 2007~ 2010 :
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Free and Reducad Meals .

The percentage of aconomically disadvantaged students has had significant increases In both goal and proficient scores
for math, sclence and writing and at the proficlent leve! for reading. The number of students reaching proficiency in read-
ing has Increased by 7,2 percentage points since 2007. Math proficlency has Increased by 9 percentage paints and wrlt-

ing by 11 .3 percentage points, The graph below is a visual representation of the growth patterit in this subgroup.
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SPECIAL EDUCATION

Students receiving special education services have made greal gains across all areas, For example, In writing there -
was an increase of 25,6 percentage polints at the proficlency level and ahove, a 15.2 point growth In math, a 14, 9 point
growth In reading and a 12.9 point growth in sclence since 2007, The graph below is a visual representation of the
grawth pattem in this subgroup.
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CAPT RESULTS 2007- 2010
. i Shiikn

SRA
English Language Leamers .
English Language Learner’s scores have continued to grow. For example since 2007, math has a galn of 21.8 percent-
age points at the proficlency level, a 19.7 point gain in reading proficiency and a 23.4 point gain In writing, The graph
below is a visual representation of the growth pattern in this subgroup.
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TITLE 1 SCHOOLS

The Connecticut Technical High School System has four Title | schools, 2l of which have made great progress over the
past four years. The graphs below and continuing onto page 6 are visual reprosentalions of each Tille | school's growih

over 4 yoars,
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CAPT RESULTS 2007~ 2010

2007-2010 CAPT Results for Prince
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CAPT RESULTS 2007- 2010
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TABLE 2: 20072010 DISTRIGT CAPT PERFORMANCE BY SUBGROUD

Percent at/above goal and percent at/ahove proficiant

Math% ([Math% [Science % [Sclence % [Reading % |Reading % Writng %|Writing %
Subgroups Year Goal Praficlent {Gonl Proficlent |Goal Proficlent |Goal Proficient
Male 2007 34,4 81.4 33.5 85.4 25.4 75.8° 27.6 755
Mala 2008 44.3 85.6 29,9 85.7 27.6 82 37.4 88.3
Male 2009 39.9 85 35 84.6 24,2 178 29,4 87.4
Male 2010 41.6 24.8 38.6 83.1 24.5 30,1 40 88.1
2007-2010 increase / decrease 4 AR RO R o9 e LA EITR gl
Female 2007 15,7 62.9 12.7 71.1 30.1
Female 2008 22.1 72,7 18.1 /1.5 26.9
Female 2009 20,9 68.7 13.6 70.5 30.1
Female 2010 23.5 73.2 18.4 78.2 28.9
2007-2010 increase / decrease A T b 1.2
Black 2007 7.1 54.3 509 62 18.6
Black 2008 15.1 63 9.9 62.6 18.4
Black 2009 155 50.9 i1.7 62 19
Black - 2010 14.1 66.1 14.6 69.8 19.1
2007-2010 increase / decrease G e AR E?;@%ﬁii 3
Hispanic 2007 62.6 11,5 69.3 24,1
Hispanic 2008 71.9 16.9 65.1 22.5
Hispanic 2009 71.2 14.9 67.8 23.2
{Hispanic 2010
‘ 2007-2010 increase / decrease ey R
White 2007 35.2 37.5 89.6 30.9
White 2008 50,3 45.4 20.9 32.4
White 2009 87.3 36.7 89.3 29,6
White 2010 87.2 43.2 92,5 30.7 .
2007-2010 increase / decrease 3 L o 3 3 e-l‘ BN a2 it :
F/R Meals 2007 17.7 64.8 15,6 23.5 72.8 27.9 77.8
F/R Meals 2008 24,9 72.4 20.3 20.4 77.3 33.4 87.4
F/R Meals 2009 23.6 71.1 16.9 22,9 76 27 87.6
F/R Meals 2010 253 73.8 18.9 21 a0 41.6 89.1
2007-2040 increase / decrease R I AT IR | x5 GRS R
Special £d, 2007 111 50 13.7 11.9 50.2 10.1 454 |
Special Ed. 2008 18.4 64.3 16.4 12 62 11,5 66.8
Special Ed, 2009 26.3 64.2 17 134 62.6 9.3 70,8
Special Ed. 2010 21.2 65,2 16 71 9.7 65.1 14 71
~2007-2010 Increase / decrease f RO ‘..-,,_}'iﬁjﬁ-g 1 A 4 SER -2.2 ¥ P“i%qw 191 it
ELL 2007 7 45.7 3.9 48.8 10,9 61.2
ElLL 2008 14.9 59.6 6.1 45,2 11.3 68.7
ELL 2009 11,5 55.2 2.1 44,3 19.8 G3.5% 1.2
ELL 2010 80.9 25.9 83.9
2007-2010 increase / decrease b JW ”j, % Ha

g
it




CONNECTICUT STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
CONNECTICUT TEGHNICAL HIGH SCHOOL SYSTEM

CTHSS VS. LEA

PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE PROFICIENT ON THE

2010 CAPT READING

CAPT READING

Technical School

LEA
Ansonia 77.5 88.5
Bridgeport 38.9 85.4
Danbury 66,8 74.4
Groton 82.5 72.2
. New Haven 59 72.9
Hartford 64.3 74.7
Killingly] 70.8 78.5
Manchester 76.9 824
Meriden 68.2 92.6
Middletown 70.6 80.3
Milford 81.2 93.5
New Britain 59.1 68.4
Norwich 25.9 85.3
Torrington ~81.1 84.5
Waterbury 61.1 93,5 -
Windham | 56 80.8




CONNECTICUT STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
' CONNECTICUT TECHNICAL HIGH SCHOOL SYSTEM

CTHSS VS. LEA

PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE PROFICIENT ON THE
2010 CAPT WRITING
CAPT WRITING
LEA Technical School
Ansonia 71.7 89.1
Bridgeport 50.9 96
Danbury 70.2 88.4
Groton . 79.2 77.9
New Haven - 707 82.8
_Hartford 68.1 84.4
Killingly 73.8 89.9
Manchester 84.1 93.8
~ Meriden 71.8 03
Middletown 74.3 86
Milford 84.4 98.3
New Britain 58.7 85.3
Norwich 26.9 96.3
Torrington 82.8 91.5
Waterbury 75.5 95.6
Windham 58.8 88,7




CONNECTICUT STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
CONNECTICUT TECHNICAL HIGH SCHOOL SYSTEM

. CTHSS VS, LEA |
PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE PROFIGIENT ON THE
2010 SCIENCE

CAPT SCIENCE

LEA Technical School
Ansonia 72.3 87.1
Bridgeport 37.7. 84.8
Danbury 67.6 85
Groton 75.3 - 787
New Haven 53.1 51
Hartford 48.9 543
Killingly 77.4 95.3
Manchester 76 89.4
Meriden 62.1 _ 95.8
Middletown 75.4 83
Miiford 84.8 96.5
New Britain 46.1 74.4
Norwich 214 95.7
Torrington 83.3 92.6
Waterbury 46.1 90.2
Windham 55.8 90.1




CONNECTICUT STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATI{ON
CONNECTICUT TECHNICAL HIGH SCHOOL SYSTEM

CTHSS VS. LEA

PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE PROFICIENT ON THE

2010 CAPT MATHEMATICS
CAPT MATHEMATICS
LEA Technical School

Ansonia 61.5 77 '
Bridgeport 33.7 82.2
Danbury 62.1 76.3
Groton 74 70.4
" New Haven 49.4 59.4
Hartford 52.2 62.9
Killingly 66.1 89.3
Manchester 69 84.4
Meriden 57.3 85.6
Middletown 66 84.4
Milford 75.5 90.9
New Britain 49 69.9
Norwich 30.8 90.2
Torrington 74.5 87.2
Waterbury 41.1 84.4
Windham 451 85.3
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Page 3

Activities of Graduates District Saw :'

% Pursuing Higher Bducation (Degree and Non-Degree Programs) 433 84.1

¥ Employed (Civilian Employment and in Armed Services) 472 11,0

Graduate Summary Nuntiber of % % in % Avallshle Of Those Avallable for

: Graduates Pursuing  Military for [ Employment
Education Employment % with % with
Fulltime Job  Fulltime Job
Related to Unrelated to
Training Training

|_Auto Body Repair 9 374 4.4 53.8 63.3 24.5

Aulotnotive Mechanic 222 36.0 36 50.0 577 252 "

Baking 16 62.5 0,0 37.5 16,7 16,7

Bioscichee 15 03.3 0.0 6.7 100.0 0.0

Environmental

Technology |

Carpentry 184 34.2 4.9 57.6 56.6 274

Culinary Arts 207 59.4 2.9 30.0 43,5 30.6

Dicsel Mechanics 1 45,5 0.0 54.5 66,7 333

Technology

Drafting: Atchitectural 29 58.6 3.4 37.9 18.2 63.6

Drafting: Machine 103 63.1 29 24.3 64.0 16.0

Eatly Care and i4 57.1 0.0 7.1 0.0 0.0

Education

Elecirical 205 26.3 4.4 63.9 74.8 12.2
|_Electromechanical 32 43.8 3.1 50,0 62,5 63 |
| Electronics 99 57.6 3.0 333 213 303 |
|_Fashion Technalopy 46 67.4 2.2 21,7 20.0 50.0

Graphic 78 55.1 51 32.1 40.0 320

Communications

Hairdress ing/Barbering/ 214 40.2 0.5 50.5 59.3 15,7

Cosmetology

Health Technology 64 84.4 0.0 14.1 35.6 1,

Heating/Ventilation/Alr 107 32.7 3.7 57.9 82.3 11.3

Conditioning_

Hotel/Hospitality 14 71.4 0.0 214 100.0 0.0

Technology

Information Support 75 63.3 6.7 4.0 500 16.7

and Services

Manufacturing i34 29.1 2,2 59.0 72.2 l6.5

Technology

Masonry 38 44,7 2.6 174 61.1 22.2

Microcomputer 10 70.0 10,0 10.0 100.0 0.0

Software Tcchnician

Plumbing and Heating 140 15,7 6.4 70.7 59.6 28,3

Welding 14 0,0 7.1 92.9 84.6 13,4
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900-00
SAT® It Rensoning Test District State % nf Distriets in | SAT® L, The lowest
Class of 2008 State with Equal or | possible _?gore on
Lower Scores each SAT™ ) subtest
% of Oraduates Tested 33.4 74.5 is 200; the highest
Average Score Mathematicy 422 307 8.5 possihle score is 800,
Criticat Reading 424 503 7.8
Writing 416 506 7.0
Graduation and Dropout Rates District | - State % of Districts in State with
Equni or Lesy Desirable Rntes
Graduation Rate, Class of 2008 96,8 92.1 67.9
Cumulative Four-Year Dropout Rate for Class of 2008 24 6.6 67.9
2007-08 Annual Dropout Rate for Grade 9 through 12 0.3 2.3 §7.6
Physical Fitness. The Physical Fltness: % of | Distriet State % of Distrlcts in State with
agsessment (ncludes tests for | Stadents Renching Equoal or Lower Percent
flexibility, abdominal Health Standard on Al) Reaching Standard
strength and endurance, Four Tests 32.5 36.2 374
upper-body strenpth and

aerobic endurance.

RESOURCES AND EXPENDITURES

DISTRICT EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES, 2007-08

Expenditures may be supported by local tax revenues, state grants, federal grants, municipal in-kind services, wition
and other sources. Note that the state figures include expenditures for the education of both clementary and
secondary students. CTHSS expenditurcs do mot include general fnd fringe benefits charged to the State

Compiroller,
Expenditures Total Expondiuares Per Pupil
Al figures nre unaudited. (in 10002) District Secondary Stato
. Socondnry
Districts
Instructional Staff and Scrvices 372,221 $7,238 $7,913 $7,522
Instructional Supplies and Equipment $7,947 $796 $320 5271
Improvement of Instruction and $921 $92 $386 $446
Fducational Medin Services
Student Support Services 816,045 $1,608 8720 3806
Adminisiration and Support Services £22.950 §2,300 $1,828 $1,369
Plant Operation pnd Meintenance 821,749 32,180 $1,517 $1,377
Gther $4,254 3426 5331 3151
Total $146,087 514,641 §$14,310 312,803
_Additfonal Expenditures
Land, Buildings, and Debt Service $7,322 $734 $2,027 $1,759







